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Further savings could be achieved by OIP's insisting that archi-
tects design homes that do not exceed prototype size guidelines.
In this case the full $2,720 extra cost of excessive floor areas
in the Indian Housing Program could be saved if strict floor area

limitations were adopted.

OIP has already achieved additional, albeit lesser cost savings
through careful reassessment of other cost factors, The average
Eost of alternative heating systems, fireplaces, and wood-burning
stoves was $533 per unit. Only 16 of the 35 sample projects were
located in areas with climatic conditions which would clearly
warrant inclusion of alternative systems. OIP is now eliminating
such systems from some of the more expensive projects in areas
with mild climates. OIP is also acting to reduce the average
cost of these systems. Some fireplaces cost $1,300 each, while
others cost only $268 each. OIP is now ensuring that only
modestly priced units are installed. It is also encouraging
installation of wood-burning stoves rather than fireplaces, since
such stoves usually are both Tess expensive and more energy

efficient than fireplaces.
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Other amenities are also being re-evaluated. [t is highly
questionable foé Q0IP to provide single-family detached homes,
which are rapidly becoming luxury items that are unaffordable

to the average taxpayer, while also permitting many additional
amenities. For instance, OIP paid over $59,000 per unit for six
sample projects on the Navajo Reservation. The costs were so
high partially because the units were all single-family detached
and because site improvement expenses were $11,000 to $12,000 per
unit. The costs were also so high due to such amenities as
masonry veneer walls, outdoor barbecues ($520 each), covered
patios, landscaping, basketball courts, clothesline poles, and
garbage can holders. OIP also prbvided such other benefits, per
HUD Regulations, as homeownership counseling ($500 per unit),
three- year prepaid homeowners insurance premiums, fireplaces,
and carports. Now OIP is only permitting those benefits required

by the Regulations,

Additional cost savings of as much as $5,400 are possible in

areas which are not unique to the Indian Housing Program.

The first three conclusions concern cost differences between
Region IX's Indian Housing and Section 8 programs. In addition
to reducing these cost differences, it appears that other cost
savings could be achieved in areas that are not unique to the
Indian Housing Program, Two examples are project delays and

carports.
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Finding 14 discussed how projects in the Indian Housing sampie
were delayed an average of 16 months, allowing inflation to add
an average of over $6,000 onto the cost of each unit in the
sample. It also discussed how OIP has been able to reduce the
average project delay to 7 months, thereby reducing the infla-
tionary cost to about $2,800 per unit. This amount, or at least
a portion of it, could be saved if project delays were eliminated

entirely or further reduced in future projects.

Finding 9 included a discussion of the costs of carports and
garages. At one time HUD policy prohibited carports and garages
in the Low-Rent Public Housing Program. The costs of these items
were not used in the comparative analyses above because they are
now generally included in both Section 8 and Indian Housing
projects. However, if HUD's earlier policy were reinstituted,
with exceptions perhaps for projects in areas with extreme
climatic conditions, much of their $2,600 per unit average cost

could be saved.
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Many factors which PP&E and OIP thought would add significantly

to the costs of Indian Housing projects did not increase project

costs as expected.

Prior to collecting data for this study, OiP and PP&E hypothe-
sized a number of cost-creating factors which turned out to add
no significant or measurable costs to the basic costs of the
Indian Housing Program. These factors were wage rate determina-
tions, diseconomies of scale, severe climatic conditions, and

Indian preference requirements.

Theoretically, it was expected that Davis-Bacon wage rate
requirements would increase the costs of Indian Housing projects
greatly over what private developers pay for similar units in

the same area. No direct comparisons were possible within the
scope of this study. Analysis of just Indian Housing projects,
however, showed a correlation between wage rates and project
costs only among the middle and least expensive projects. The
most expensive projects did not haﬁe the highest wage rates,
indicating that wage rates are not as significant an influence on

project costs as expected.
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Expected diseconomies of scale resulting from the small size of
most Indian Housing projects also were not demonstrated by the
data. Rather, it appeared that Targe projects cost more than

small projects on a per unit basis.

Project analysis did indicate that there were a dispropor-
tionate number of Indian Housing projects located in severe
weather areas, as initially expected. Yet there was very little _
documented evidence of extra expense being caused by weather
conditions, but possibly only because the winter of 1976-77 was

unusually mild.

Finally, Indian preference bidding requirements did not add

significantly to project costs despite clear price advantages
granted to Indian contractors by HUD regulations. Rather than
exploiting their 10% price advantage, most Indian contractors

appeared to have bid very conservatively.

QIP has no procedures for ensuring that all Indian Housing

Authorities are treated equally.

One of the most striking revelations of this study was that
there are no standards of equity in the Indian Housing Program,

Prototype cost limits were intended to provide such standards,
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but have been ineffective in doing so. As a result, the varia-
tions among projects are great. The per unit variance between
the Total Development Costs of the least expensive family
project*, $37,704, and the most expensive, $65,212, is $25,508,
or 64%. The variance in prototype costs of a three-bedroom

detached unit between the two areas was only 3800, or 3%.

Much of the cost variance among Indian Housing projects resulted
from differences in unit sizes, in site improvements, and in
other development costs not controlied by prototype cost Timits.
Whether such variations in project development costs are justi-
fied or not can be argued on a case by case basis. It is not
so easy to justify the great variations in the quality of unit
designs which are observed by the evaluation team. Prototype
cost limitations, if functioning properly, should have
constrained all projects to approximately the same Tevel of
design quality without restricting designs to a uniform style.
PP&E found instead that both style and quality varied greatly.
Whereas, some reservations accepted simply designed units that
could be built for Tess than 100% of prototype costs, others
insisted on much more elaborate designs which were questionably

kept under the 110% prototype cost 1imit.

*Excluding the elderly duplex units at Gila River which cost only
$32,741 each.
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Many quantitative differences were also noted. The Navajo units
in Arizona had two baths in their three-bedroom homes and cost
about $37,000 each for dwelling construction alone. The Al
Indian Pueblo's units in New Mexico had only one bath in their
three-bedroom homes and cost about $28,000 each. The three-
bedroom homes on the Laguna Reservation had over 1500 square feet
of floor space, and the Papago units had 1370 square feet. The
three-bedroom units on the Te Moak Western Shoshone Reservation

had only 1100 square feet.

Many other variations are discussed in Section V of this report
and need not be repeated here. The point is that variations in
the costs of construction were found to account for only part of
the high cost variances among units in the Indian Housing Program
sample. Qualitative and gquantitative differences accounted for
much of the cost variance. PP&E believes that these differences
have been excessive and constitute a potential embarrassment

for the Department. OIP has already begun to eliminate many
unjustifiable differences among Indian Housing projects and

should be fully supported by the Department in this effort.
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The prototype cost system is ineffectual.

It was not the purpose of this study to evaluate the effective-
ness of HUD's prototype system in controlling costs, but the data
collected for this report make the conclusion inescapable that

the system is inefficient and ineffective.

In the first place the prototype system is inefficient. It is
based on the hypothetical costs of building modest prototype
units of various construction types, i.e., detached, row,
walk-up, and elevator. Once the different unit types are
designed, the cost of building the prototype must be researched
and estabiished for each prototype area. There were 94 prototype
areas in 1977 in the four states served by Region IX's OIP. Each
area has four construction types. Each construction type has
seven bedroom sizes, except the elevator category which usually
has only three, and each construction type may have hundreds of
cost components. It would take dozens of HUD staff-years to
maintain all this data accurately, which is clearly infeasible.
S0 short-cuts have to be employed. Short-cuts lead to errors,
such as the figures for some California prototype areas showing
walk-up apartments costing more to build than single-family
houses, Errors have to be corrected when they impact on project
feasibility. Correcting errors consumes more staff time and

creates delays in projects. Delays cost money due to inflation.
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The prototype system is also ineffective. It "controls" only
dwelling construction and equipment (DC&E) costs and provides no
guidance concerning other costs. In the most expensive sample
project, Fort Mohave, DC&E costs were only 51% of total project
costs. OIP had no quidelines for evaluating the propriety of the
other 49% of that project's costs. In that case, moreover, cost
considerations were lessened somewhat by the pressure QIP felt to
approve the project in order to try to make its Operating Plan
goals for FY '77. 1In 1978 the Department tried fo correct the
problem of no 1imits on costs other than those for dwelling
construction and equipment by establishing maximum allowable
project costs calculated as a proportion of prototype costs. As
explained in Finding 16, however, this new system if implemented
in 1977, would have reduced the costs of eight sample projects,
but would have potentially increased the costs of the overall

sampte by $2,500 per unit.

The prototype costs system clearly does not even successfully
control the DC&E portion of total project costs that it is

primarily intended to control. Finding 13 contained evidence
that the system is so complex that it is subject to error and
perhaps even manipulation. This observation is also supported
by data indicating wide variations in unit sizes and level of

amenities. [f prototype costs were in fact being accurately
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calculated for each prototype area, it is highly unlikely that
the design of the units at Laguna could have been approved or
that the modest design and price of the units at All Mission

could have been equivalent to 109.8% of that area's prototype

costs.

A further effort to contain costs has been initiated this year
with the establishment of "benchmark" costs for each type of
development and by HUD field office jurisdictions. "“Benchmark"
costs cover total project development costs, unlike prototype
costs, provide each office with flexibility in considering each
project, yet still 1imit total average costs. The “benéhmark“
cost idea should probably be further refined so that the

Department can eliminate prototype costs entirely.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are offered as potential means of
minimizing the extra costs of Indian Housing. Since most of the
recommendations involve changes in priorities, and in some cases
reductions in benefits, PP&E does not expect that every recommenda-
tion will be accepted. However, PP&E strongly urges that OIP and the

Regional Administrator carefully consider each of the recommendations
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below and implement, seek Central Office approval to implement, or
support implementation by others, as appropriate, of as many of
these recommendations as possible. In this period of governmental
retrenchment we must do everything possible to provide adequate
shelter for those in need at the lowest possible expense to the

taxpayer.

1. To minimize inflationary costs due to project delays it is

recommended that:

a. The Director, Office of Indian Programs, provide additional

funds for initial project planning.

Finding 14 discussed the general problem of project delays
and the attendant cost increases of such delays. One area
where delays can be reduced is in the initial project
planning process. One way to do so would be to establish a
general policy of proceeding immediately to executing Annual
Contributions Contracts following approval of Program
Reservations. This policy would make all funds needed for
project planning available to IHA's so they could complete
their planning earlier than is now possible. Initial ACC's

could provide funding at 175% of project prototype costs.
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Detailed cost estimates would only be prepared after execu-
tion of the ACC and in conjunction with detailed project
planning. At contract award ACC's should be amended to
recapture any funds not actually needed, if any, but should
not be amended to increase project costs except under extreme

circumstances.

Alternatively, the Director should request authofity to
provide IHA's with larger preliminary loans than the $1,500
per unit maximum now authorized. This would also have the
effect of enabling more complete project planning to proceed

early in the development process.

The Director, OIP, act to reduce delays during project

development.

In addition to providing adequate resources for project
planning, OIP should ensure that IHA's administer their
planning activities in an efficient manner. To do so an
expiration date should be included in each ACC appropriate
to the scale and difficulty of the project being undertaken.
Any project not achieving a construction start by the
expiration date would then automatically terminate. If
circumstances justify it, however, one short grace period
should be allowed during which the IHA might attempt to

achieve construction start.
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A less formalized but still potentially effective approach
would be to adopt a much less lenient attitude towards
allowing IHA's to change project plans when such changes have
the effect of delaying project development and a much tougher
attitude towards cancelling old projects which are not

progressing.
To ensure greater equity among program participants and to
eliminate excessive benefits for the few, it is recommended

that:

a. The Director, OIP, estahlish architectural design

guidelines based on the prototype house concept.

0IP should establish design guidelines which strictly
1imit total floor area in each bedroom size category,
Timit three-bedroom units to a single bathroom; eliminate
unnecessary breaks in exterior walls; limit maximum

roof pitch; minimize roof line variations; prohibit
extraordinarily expensive siding, roofing, and other
materials; prohibit extraordinarily expensive equipment,
including altternative heating systems; set maximum patio
and walkway areas; control carports, garages, and set

such other architectural features as the Director
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determines desirable. To the extent feasible such
guidelines should be based on performance standards
rather than on detailed specifications in order to allow
leeway for design creativity and originality, Tocal

self-determination and special unforeseen needs.

b. The Director, OIP, establish similar site design

guidelines for subdivisions.

OIP should also develop site design guidelines that Timit
.lot sizes and street frontages; road widths; installation
of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks; landscaping; storm
drains; grading; and other site development features as

the Director determines desirable.

3. In order to encourage less expensive types of development, it

is recommended that:

a. The Director, OIP, incorporate incentives in the

architectural design gquidelines which will discourage

development of single-family detached houses and

encourage development of duplexes, row houses, and

walk-up apartments.
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0IP should base its design guidelines on the premise

that a single-family detached home is of itself a
Juxury. Consequently, amenities and even highly desir-
able features such as fireplaces and carports should not
be permitted in detached houses. An exception should be
made for wood-burning stoves and carports only in areas
of severe weather conditions. Conversely, IHA's willing
to accept other less expensive types of construction
should benefit from some of the resulting savings through

allowance of additional amenities.

The Director, QIP, incorporate similar incentives in its

site design guidelines.

OIP should also include provisions in the site design
guidelines to discourage obsolete conventional
subdivision designs by more strictly limiting site
improvements in such developments than in ﬁlanned unit
developments. For example, paved driveways, sidewalks,
curbs and qutters, underground utilities, playgrounds,
neighborhood parks, landscaping, barbecues, clothesline
poles, and garbage can holders should all be restricted
in conventional subdivisions, but permitted within limits

in planned unit developments,
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¢. The Director, OIP, encourage development of more units

for the elderly and small families in appropriate

circumstances.

Although the greatest housing demand on Indian
reservations can be expected to continue from Targe
families, other needs should not be ignored. Thus,
whenever possible, OIP should exploit opportunities to
build units for the elderly and for small families, and

simuitaneously reduce average per unit costs.

d. The Director, QIP, discourage projects larger than 100

units due to their diseconomies of scale in rural areas.

4, In order to take advantage of other potential cost savings

identified in this report, it is recommended that:

a. The Director, OIP, Timit total permissible development

costs to 175% of project prototype costs rather than the

present limit of 180%.*

*OIP has already implemented this recommendation.
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b. The Director, 0IP, and the Regional Administrator recom-

mend to the Secretary that Mutual-Help contributions be

treated as donations.

Mutual-Help contributions should not be included in
Development Cost Budgets. Rather they should be treated
as donations to the project and deducted from the Budget
1ike other donations. 1In replacement, the Department
should seek annual appropriations, similar to its
requests for operating subsidies, and fund those items
now funded from escrowed contributions on an as-needed

basis.

5. 1In order to better control all development costs in the

Indian Housing program, it is recommended that:

a. The Regional Administrator recommend to the Secretary

that prototype cost limits be abolished and replaced with

a more comprehensive control system.

Since the prototype cost sysfem is so difficult to
administer properly and is also ineffective in
controlling the cost of Indian Housing projects, it

should be abolished. It should be replaced by a simpler,
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comprehensive cost control system, perhaps a refinement
of the recently introduced benchmark cost system.
Whatever system is developed, it must apply to all
development costs, not just dwelling construction, if it
is to be effective. It must also be realistic. Whatever
cost limits are established must be high enough to
accommodate reasonably designed, good quality projects,
excluding only extravagant or wastefully designed ones
and ones with such difficult development problems that
their total costs are excessive. Further, those limits
must be adjusted frequently to reflect current inflation
rates or even modest projects may be delayed, and their
cost consequently increased. Thus, any new cost control
system should include monthly or, at the least, quarterly
adjustment, based on an appropriate index such as the

Department of Commerce's Building Cost Index.

Pending replacement of the prototype_gxsteh, the Regional

Administrator should continue to review all projects that

require a waiver of prototype cost limitations; the

Regignal Administrator's review should be guided by a

checklist provided by the Director of QIP.
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As long as the Regional Administrator is responsible for
granting certain waivers to prototype cost Timits, she
should continue to review each project requiring a waiver
and certify that the project is not overdesigned, that
cost reductions are not feasible, and that project cost
estimates appear to be accurately allocated between
prototype and non-prototype cost categories. The Office
of Indian Programs should complete a standard checklist
of information for each housing project requiring a
waiver. The checklist should include whatever data the
Regional Administrator might need to independently and

objectively evaluate the necessity of each waiver request.

* % k k %
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As a result of these actions the high cost of Indian Housing can be
significantly reduced. Of course, many of these proposed actions

are in conflict with a number of cultural preferences of Indian
clients, many of which have been referred to throughout the report.
Decisions concerning the trade-off between reduced costs and cultural
preferences, and distinguishing between cultural preferences and
necessities, will be difficult and are properly the responsibility of
the Regional Administrator and the Director, 0IP. Such considerations
are therefore not addressed in this evaluation which focused solely
on cost reduction and containment. However, as housing costs con-
tinue to rise rapidly, it is Tikely that cost containment will become
increasingly important. Deliberations on how best to contain costs
will be a primary issue for HUD managers if the Department is to
retain the continued capacity to assist in providing shelter to all

those in need -- Indian and non-Indian alike.



APPENDICES



124

Appendix A

HIGH COST FACTORS IN INDIAN HOUSING

COST FACTORS

IMPACT ON

PROTOTYPE COSTS

NON-PROTOTYPE COSTS

COMMENTS

1. MWeather proofing against temperature
extrames

2. Alternative heating and cooling
sy stems

3. Shortened building season

Extra insulation
Storm windows/doors

Solar equipment
Wood burning stoves

Dwelling construction

|
A. Quality Standards In Excess of MPS Dwelling construction and Community, management and See attachment
dwelling equipment maintenance buildings
B. Cultural Preferences
1. Single family detached units Dwelling construction
¢, Amenities Fireplaces Patios
Garages
Carports
Ramadas
3. Privacy
a. Scattered site development Dwelling construction
- extra supervision
~ extra transportation
- extra travel
- vandalism
b. Large lot subdivisions Site improvements
4. HNative materials Dwelling construction Primarily adobe
C. Climate

Should affect projects bid late in
season only.
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COST FACTGRS

IMPACT ON

PROTOTYPE COSTS

NON-PROTOTYPE COSTS

COMMERTS

Labor Standards

1. Excessively high DOL wage rate
determinations

2. MWage rate increases prior to proto-
type revisions

3. Importation of labor
a. Per diem allowances
b. Travel expenses

4. Journeymen wages pald unskilled
labor

£. Discouragement of contractors from
bidding

Dwelling construction

Non-dwelling construction

Davis-Bacon determinations for Indian
Housing project may exceed wage rates
pald on Insured projects in vicinity.

May result from lack of skills on
reservation or from skills not being
commensurate with mandated wage rates.

Due to lack of approved apprenticeship
programs.

Indian Preference In Contracting

1. 10% price allowance over low bid
2. Competence

a, Completion time

b. Completion assurance

3. Bildding process negotiations

Dwelling construction

Dwelling construction

Non-dwelling construction

Administrative costs
Interest

Non-dwelling construction
Administrative costs
Interest

Also affects project quality and
future maintenance costs.

Some units usually split out for
Indtan preference.
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COST FACTORS

IMPACT ON

PROTOTYPE COSTS

NON-PROTOTYPE COSTS

COMMERTS

Other Bidding Conditions

1. Fear factors
2. Bidding climate
3. 60-day bid hold requirement

4. Material shortages

Dwelling construction

Non-dwelling construction

Due to Indian sovereignty.

30-days in conventional public housing
program.

Concrete, drywell, and insulation.

Project Location

1. Remoteness of reservation

2. Site problems
a. Difficult Terrain
(1) Rugged
{2; Steep
1) Flat
So1ls problems
Flood plain
Earthquake fault

oo o

3. Lack of existing physical {mprove-
ments

4. Lack of water sights

5. Special requirements due to location

Dwellting construction

Dwelling construction
- structural reinforcement
- special foundations

Dwelling equipment

- large refrigerators

- fire extinguishers

- rough-ins for washer and
dryer

Non-dwelling construction

Site improvements (including
utitities)

- excavation

- site grading

- sewer and drainage

Site improvements
- water and sewer lines
- access streets
(to scattered site lots)
- power lines
- gas lines

Site improvements

Fencing
Cattle guards
Extra storage
Fire stations
Fire equipment

May be caused by lack of better sites
on a reservation or by previous
allocation of better land to other
uses.

If gas fs available.

Only storage space over minimum
requirements charged to Non-dwelling
costs,
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COST FACTORS

TMPACT ON

PROTOTYPE COSTS

NON-PRGTOTYPL COSTS

COMMERTS

H.

Qverdesign for Rural Environment

Site improvements

- street width
sidewalks ]
curbs and gutters
driveway materials
street 1ights

Some jtems, such as leach flelds, are
frequently underdesigned creating
health hazards and future maintenance.

Administrative

1. [IHA performance

Site selection
Designated site changes
Land withdrawal delays
Application submissions
Bidding process

oo
R

Construction management
Coordination with IHS/BIA

performance
Project funding delays
Application processing

N
X O =
T — -

L=

¢. Approval of high bids

3. IHS delays
a. Project reviews
i] Site selection
2} Working drawings
b. Funding delays

4, BIA delays
ProJect reviews
(1) Site selection
£2) Hork1ng drawings
unding delays

"Dwelling construction

Non-dwelling construction
Administrative costs
Interest

Quality of choices and timeliness.

Sometimes delay bids unti] publication
of new prototypes.

Incomplete Handbook; 1ittle C.0.
guldance. HUD processing affected by
HUD having to function as local
planning and building department.

Due to need to meet construction start
goals,
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COST FACTORS

IMPACT ON

PROTOTYPE COSTS

NON-PROTOTYPE COSTS

COMMEKTS

Planning

1.

Special surveys
Flood plain
Archeological
Soils

Site
Engineering

hoan o
ol -

Architect performance
a. Slowness
b. Quality of design; cost estimates

¢. Coordination with BIA/IHS

Dwelling construction

Planning costs

Non-dwelling construction
Administrative costs

More difficult due to lack of markers.

Can lead to project delays for redesign
and/or amendments.

Cost Allocations

1.

Shift of costs to HUD

Faciltties serving new and existing
projects

Subdivisions including vacant lots
Hidden dwelling construction costs

Economies of scale

Dwelling construction

Interior subdivision streets

Interior subdivision water
and sewer systems

Off-site hookup to water and
sewer Ssystems

Management space
Maintenence space

Community space
Equipment

Site improvements
Site improvements

Administrative costs

As a result of renegotiated Tri-Agency
agreement.
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COST FACTORS

IMPACT ON

PROTOTYPL CDSTS

NON-PROTOTYPL COSTS

COMMERTS

1.

Land denations

Relocation

BIA services

Apprenticeship programs

Lack of landscaping

Alr conditioning

No local government review

Low Davis-Bacon wages

Dwelling construction

Dwelling construction

Dwelling construction

Property purchases

Relocation costs

Appraisals

Market surveys

Special surveys
Non-dwelling construction

S1te improvements

Permit fees

Non-dwelling construction

L. Collateral Effects of Higher Construction Bonding premiums Higher rates usually c¢harged on
Costs Interest reservations.
Architect's fee
HUD fees

M. Special Provisions in Indian Housing Participant tratning Up to 3500 per unit.

Insurance premjums First three years Included in develop-
ment costs.

N. Contract Settlement Dwelling construction Non-dwelling construction Some IHA's withhold 2% of bid amount
to guarantee correction of construction
defects.

0. Cost Savings Factors

$1,500 per unit credit allowed for
Mutual Help projects.

Infrequently used, but may cost more
1f necessary.

Minimize use of central ajr condition-
ing.

Some reservations only.




DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

Appendix B

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

Constructed Factors

A1l Projects

N/A

Daily Administrative Cost

{1) Date of Preliminary Loan

Commitment to -
{2}

FORMS
FORNS

tompletion (or)
pate of Construction Start
plus Length of Construction

FORMS
Notice to Proceed

Contract divided into -
{3) Total Administrative Costs

Development Cost Budget - 1410

Daily Interest Cost

{1) Date of PLC to
{2) Date of Full Availlability

FORMS
FORMS

divided into
(3) Total Interest Costs

Development Cost Budget - 1420

Daily Inflation Rate

Percent increase per day

OIP Cost Analyst

Square Foot Construction Cost

OCBE Costs per Sguare Foot

Development Program
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DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

Prototype Standard

131

$75

A. Quality Standards 3 bedroom house
MPS = 020
1. Sheet vinyl ANl projects $50 Cost Analyst
MPS = 146"
2. Vinyl asbestos tile A1l projects $322
MPS = Wall mounted, no vanity,
) ) epameled steel
3. Better lavatory and vanity] All projects
MPS = Enameled steel
4. Kitchen sink A1l projects $33
MPS = Enameled steel
5. Bathtubs All projects $33
Plus 2 1ineal feet
6. Minimum closet widths All projects $63
50% over normal
7. Additional insulation All projects $246
B. Fiberglass sealer All projects 14
A1l projects One or the other
9, Stoves and Fireplaces All projects $600
10. Larger refrigerator All projects $50 Architect estimate
11. Heavy duty drapery A1l projects $75 Cost Analyst
12. Replacement of valves A1l projects $50
13. Water hammer arrestors A1l projects 13 of them
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DATA BAST_ D1 SCRITTION

COST FACTOR

FROQUINCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCL

COST MEASURE

DATA SDURCE

14. Pre-wiring

Most projects

$50

15. Design for expansion

All projects

Larger heater
$114

B. Cuitural Preferences

1. Single family detached

Total Mo. of D.U.'s/
Total No. of detached D.U.'s

Development Program
Development Program

Average cost difference
between Prototype costs of

Federal Register

appropriate size Siane
Family Detached D.U."s and
same 5ized Row D.U.'s,

2, Amenities Total No. of D.U.'s/ FORMS - -
No. of D.U.'s with patios Plans and Specs Price of {tem OIP Cost Analyst
No. of 0.U."s with garages Plans and Specs Price of {tem OIP Cost Analyst
No. of D.U.'s with carports _Elﬁ?f_éfg Specs Price of 1tem OIP Cost Analyst
Ne. of D.U.'s with ramadas Plaq; and SpecE;_____ o Price of item 0IP Cost Analyst
3. Privacy Total No. of D.U."'s/ FORMS

a. Scattered sites

No. of scattered site D.U.'s

Plans and Specs

T} Average DCAE cost differ-
ence betveen scattered site

units and subdivision units

Pre-bid estimate (adjuste

per sguare foot and ad-
Justed for prototype cost
differences,

Z) Difference in IAA average
inspection costs.

Deve|opment Cost Budget -
1430,7Fm



DATA ASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

b. Large lot subdivisions

No. of subdivision D.U.'s

Plans and Specs

Difference between length of
physical improvements per lot
in Indian Housing subdivision.

Plan and Specs

and Tength Tn "TypicalT™ HUD-
Insured subdivision times cost
per unit of each improvement.

ARA for Housing
Pre-bid estimate

133

4, Native materials None 1n sample projects N/A N/A N/A
C. Climate

Total No. of D.U.'s/ FORMS

1. Weatherproofing Ko, of D.U.'s with Bid Specs Price of each item OlP Cost Analyst
- storm windows
- storm doors
Total No. of D.U.'s/ FORMS

2. Alternative systems No. of D.U.'s with Bid Specs Price of each 1tem

Pre-b1d estimate
0IP Cost Analyst

0IP Cost Analyst

- Sosdrpedu)pment e
- fireplaces

3. Shortened building season

No. of D.U.'s buflt on sites

Housing Reps

To be determined on a case
by case basis.

where snow falls by Nov, [/
No. of D.U."s {n projects in
such areas bid after Aug. 1.

FORMS

D, Labor Standards

1. Excessively high DOL
rate determinations

No. of projects where DOL
wage determinations exceed

prevailing wages in the area.

Labor Relations Officer

Difference {n hourly wages per
trade between DOL wage rate-
determination and prevailing

Labor Relations Officer

wages 1n the area.




DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

2. Wage rate increases prior
to prototype revisions

No. of projects where DOL wage
rate determinations exceed
wage levels anticipated in

0OIP Cost Analyst
Labor Relations Officer

Difference in hourly wages per
trade between DOL determinationg
and pratotype levels.

Project wa?e rate determinatjon:
in Specs/OIP Cost Analyst

most recent prototypes.

No. of projects on remote sites
requiring overnight importation

Amount allowed 1n contractor's
bid for travel and sub-

3. Importation of labor of labor. Housing Reps slStence. Interviews
. of ts with con-
4, Journeyman wages paid %?ac or?’%%ﬁioyiﬁg unsE?lled Amount allowed in contractors
to unskilled labor labor at Jjourngyman wage rates.| OIP Construction Inspectors bid for lost preductivity. Interviews

£, Indian Preference

1. Price allowance

Total No. of D.U.'s awarded to
Indian contractors/

0OIP List

1) No. of D.U.'s awarded to
non-low bidder and

Bfd Tabulations

DMfference between Jow bid and
Indian contractors bid.

Bid Tabulations

Z) No. of D.U.'s reserved for
Indian contractors.

OIP List

1Tference between per sguarE'
foat cost of open-bid an

Indian Preference units in a

project.

EE?jﬁEﬁgg;?§31i"ﬂiﬁgﬁ'ﬂﬂ 5

2. Competence

a. Completion time

Total No, of D.U.'s awarded to
Indian contractors/

OIP List

No. of days contract extended
times Dafly Administrative

EERATANG) Blgye Teneetie

No. of D.U.'s not completed
within contact time 1imit.

FORMS

Cost and Daily Interest Cost;
plus any contract amendments.

Constructed Variables
Architect reviews of change or

b. Completion assurance

Total No. of b.u.'s award ed
to Indian contractors/

OIP List

No. of days project completion
delayed times DAC and DIC;

No. of D.U,'s not completed by
original contractor,

NM-40-7 only one.
Not in sample,

Plus amount of contract
amendment nteded to complete.

Special case study on
NM 40-7,
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DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICAIOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

3. Bidding process

Salt River 14-4 and 14-5 only
sample gro?ect delayed to
negotiate Indian preference.

Housing Rep

No. of days project delayed
times DAC and DIC,

Constructed Variables,

{Three months.)

F. Other Bidding Conditions

1. Fear factors

To be determined during intervi

pw phase of the evaluation.

2. Bidding climate

Total No. of projects/
No. of projects with less than

FORMS

To be determined on a case by
case basis,

3 bids received.

3. 60-day bid hold

To be determined during intervi

phase of the evaluation.

4. Material shortages

To be determined during intervi

jew phase of the evaluation.

5. Bonding premium rate

No. of construction bonds
at higher rate than normal.

Construction bonds

Cfollar cost per D.U. of
incremental rate

FORMS
Construction bonds

G. Project Location

1. Remoteness of reservation

To be determined during intervi

Eu phase of the evaluation.

2. Site problems

. DIfficult terrain

No. of projects with special
problems

Plans and Specs

Costs of special corrective
measures

Architect's review of
pre-bid estimate.
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DATA BASE DESCRIPTIOM

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

b. Soil problems

No. of projects with special
problems

Soils report

Cost of speclal corrective
measures .

Architect’'s review of pre-bid
estimate.

Mo, of units in 100 year flood

c. Flood plain plain Sails report Same Same
No. af units 1n earthquake
d. Earthquake fault zone Soils report Same Same

. Lack of improvements

No. of projects including the
cost of physical improvements

Plans and Specs

Cost per D.U, of:
Water lines

Pre-bid estimate

Sewer ]ines
Septic tanks
Access streets

Power 11nes
Natural gas lines

. Lack of water rights

No. of projects lacking access
to water

Housing Reps

Cost per D.U. of individual or
community wells

Pre-btd estimate

. Special locational

requirements

No. of projects including one
or more special distance {tems

Plans and Specs

Cost per unit of:
Large refrigerators

QIP Cost Analyst

Fire extinguishers
Washer/dryer rough-ins 1 and
2 bedroom units

Fencing
Cattle guards
Extra storage

Fire stations
fire equipment

H. Ove

rdesign

No. of prajects in rural
locatfons 1ncluding unneces-
sary site improvements

Plans and Specs

Cost per D.U. of:
Excess street width

Pre-bid estimate

Unnecessary sidewalks

Hnnecessar curRs ang ?utters
nnecessary asphalt driveways
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DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

I. Administrative

Ho. of projects with IHA fail-
ing to meet project planning

DAC and DIC times No. of days

1. THA performance time frames. FORMS each time frame missed:
PR to Site Submission - 90 Faﬁﬁé
Site Approval to DP - 120
ACC execution to Contract
Documents - 90 FORMS
Contract Documents to Sub-
mission of Bids - 40 FORMS
Y05 §F Projects with HUB fall- DAC and DIC times No. of days
2. HUD performance time frames. FORMS each time frame missed:
Site Review and Approval - 60 FSRHS
DP Review to ACC execution - 60| FORMS
Contract Documents Review and
karoval - 30 FORMS
Bid Review and Authorization to
Award - 15 FORMS

3

IHS delays

To be determined during fntervigw phase of the evalaution.

4. BIA delays

To be determined during intervig

pw phase of the evaluation.

J. Planning

1. Special surveys

No. of projects requiring HUD
payment for special surveys.

Devalopment Cost Budget

Cost of all flood and arche-
ological surveys. Extra cost
over norms for solls, site and

Development Cost Budget/
ASE review/

engineering studies.

ARA for Housing

2. Architect performance
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d.

Slowness

To be determined during intervis

w phase of the evaluation,




DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

b. Quality of design

No. of projects which had to
be redesigned,

OIPF Architects

DAC and DIC times No. of days
until redesign completed.

OIP Architects

c. Cost estimates

No. of projects having to be
rebid.

0IP Architects/FORMS

DAC and DIC times No. of days
until rebid completed.

OIP Architects/FORMS

d. Coordination

To be determined during intervi

¢w phase of the evaluation.

Pre-bid estimate apportione
by OIP Architect

Pre-bid estimate apporticned
by OIP Architect,

Development Program or Plang
and Sggggfbevz?gpment Cost

Construction Bond

Development Cost Bydqet

Development Cost Budget

K. Cost Allocations
1. Shift of costs to HUD To be determined during intervipw phase of the evaluation.
. 0'1?ft PDJECtS11ﬂC1Ud1?g Plans and Specs/ Proportion of factlity serving
2. Catch-up facilities D?giggt :i’serv ng previous 0fP Architect previous project(s).
3. Partially vacant No. of subdivisions with Proportion of physical
subdivisions vacant lots. Plans and Specs improvements serving vacant lotyg
4. Hidden DCAE costs To be determined during intervipw phase of the evaluation.
No. of projects with less than E;; grggﬁesaaaggngﬂ% Egtaeen
5. Economies of scale 20 units, FORMS small and Jarge projects, Budge
L. Collateral Effects of
Higher Construction Costs
No. of projects with DCAE State median prototype costs/ Eonﬂ raEﬁegppl}egiéolﬂglgrggzgi
). Bond premium base costs above normal. Federal Register aI s{g%e median pruloiypes.
No. of projects with Total State median prototype costs Int fed to T
Development Cost abave £ 44 H ﬁ{egﬁhgg e Pplie], o
2. Interest base normal, times 1.75/Federal Register ai 5 gte meziaz Elgtot;pggo ect
No. of projects with DC&E costs| State median prototype costs Fee schedule applied to DCEE
3. Architect's fee base above normal. Federal Register ! :g;?:czfaty?ggﬁ?t;?1}is'm11?r_
types.
[=0)
[an]



DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

4. HUD fee base

Ho. of projects with TDC costs
above normal,

State median prototype costs
times 1.75/Federal Register

HUD fee schedule applied to TDC

f hypothetigal j
gt s¥§%e ﬁeA%gn Blg %t;pgg?JECt

Fee = .002 of TODC
Development Cost Budget

. Special Provisions

1. Participant training

BoaqaleRradects with, fupds
training.

Development Program

Amount budgeted per unit

bevelopment Fund Requisitiop

Development Program

2. Insurance premiums

No. of projects with funds
budgeted for 3 year policy

Development Program

Amount budgeted per unit

Development Program

. Contract Settlement

1. Zi Repairs Guarantee

No. of projects where IHA with-
held 2% of bid.

Interviews

Amount withheld

Interviews

. Cost Savings

1. Land donations

No. of projects where land {s
donated

Development Cost Budget

Amount allowed per lot

Develiomment Cost Budget

2. Relocation

No. of relocation actions
proposed,

Development Program

Amount of relocation payments

Development Cost Budget

3. BIA services

No. of projects with BIA
providing services

Development Program

Value of appraisals and surveys

ARA for Housing

4. Apprenticeship programs

No. of projects using
apprenticeship labor,

OIP Construction Inspectors

Difference 1n wage rates per
apprentice times hours
worked,

Interviews

5. Landscaping

No, of projects without
Yandscaping

Development Program

Amount less than "normal"
landscaping costs

ARA for Housing/
HUD 2328, Line 39

HUD 2328 LI, Line 40

6. Mr conditioning
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No. of projects using swamp

| coolers,

. Plans and Specs

Difference in cost between
swamp coolers and refrigerated

| air conditioning.

QIP Cost Analyst



DATA BASE DESCRIPTION

COST FACTOR

FREQUENCY INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

COST MEASURE

DATA SOURCE

7. Ho. local review

No. of projects not reviewed
by Tocal govermment.

Housing Reps

Savings in "normal" costs of
local permit fees.

ARA for Housing

8. Low Davis-Bacon wages

No. of projects where Davis-
Bacon wages are below current
union wages.

Labor Relations Specialist

Difference in wage rates by
trade times No. of hours worked

OIP Cost Analyst
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Appendix €

REGION IX
INDIAN HOUSING COST STUDY

A. PROJECT PROCESSING

1. PROJECT NO. _ _ - _ _ - _ _ 2, WA _ _ o _____
3. PROJECT LOCATIONS: : SCAT.  SUBD.
A NO, OFDU.'s _ _ _ _ __
B. NO. OF DLU.'s _
G ND. OF D.U.'s _ _ _  _ _ _
R NO. OF DLU.'s _ _  _ _ _
E. oo NO. OF D.U.'s _ _ . _ _ _
4. PROJECT TYPE: 5. PRODUCTION METHOD:
MUTUAL HELP _ RENTAL _ CONVENTIONAL _  TURNKEY _
6. PROGRAM RESERVATION APPROVAL:
INITIAL-- MO _ _ DY _ _ YR _ _ LATEST-- MO _ _ DY _ YR _ _
COMMENTS :

7. ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS CONTRACT EXECUTIONS:
INITIAL-- MO _ _ DY _ _ YR _ _ LATEST-- M0 _ DY _ YR _
COMMENTS :

8. BID OPENINGS:

INITIAL-- MO _ _ DY __ YR _ _ NO. OF BIDS _ _
REBID---- M0 _ _ DY _ _ YR _ _ NO. OF BIDS _ _
REBID--—- MO _ _ DY _ YR _ NO. OF BIDS _ _
COMMENTS :

9. CONSTRUCTION STARTS:
INITIAL-- MO _ _ DY _ _YR _ _ LATEST-- M0 _ _ DY _ _YR _ _
COMMENTS :

10. SCHEDULED COMPLETION DATE:

INITIAL-- MO _ _ DY _ YR _ _ LATEST-~ M0 oY YR
DOFA --— MD DY YR
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11. UNIT COMPOSITION: MNO. OF ELDERLY D.U.'s _ _ _ NO. OF FAMILY D.U.'s _ _
NO. OF HANDICAPPED D.U.'s _

12. PROTOTYPE COST LIMIT CALCULATION:

DCSE COSTS--
ACCT, 1460 § e
ACCT. 1465 o v ___ v ___
PRORATA
CONTINGENCY $ _ _ » __ _+___ (__%
TOTAL § , '

PROTOTYPE COSTS--

SIZE COST LEMIT NO. OF D.U.'s TOTAL

0 BR $ __w___x ___ s~ S e ______
1 BR $ v ___ X _ =5 e __w___
Z BR $_ _,___ kX ___ = 8§__.,
3 BR $ v ___ X ___ = S e ____
4 BR S __w___ X ___ = 8 __,__ . ___
5 BR S _ _ . ___ X ___ = 85 _ .,
TOTAL o _ § v __ v __
DCSE COSTS = _ _ _ . _ X OF PROJECT PROTOTYPE COST LIMIT

13, RECIONAL ADMINISTRATOR'S AFPROVAL OF PROTOTYPE COST LIMIT REQUIRED? YES _ NO _

IF YES, DATE OF APPROVAL: MO _ _ DY _ YR

14. COMMENTS ON ANY UNUSUAL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT WHICH MAY HAVE DELAYED IT OR CREATED

ADDITIONAL EXPENSE:

15. IF PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WAS COMPLETED EITHER EARLIER OR LATER THAN SCHEDULED
EXPLAIN WHY:
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B. PROJECT DESIGN

1. PROJECT ARCHITECT:

FIRM !

ADDRESS

CONTACT TELEPHONE

2. WORKING DRAWINGS COMPLETED: MO DY TR
3. WORKING DRAWINGS APPROVED:

BY IHA--MO _ _ DY _ _ ¥R

EY BIA—MO _ _ DY _ _ ¥R

BY IBS--MO _ _ DY _ _ YR

4. PROJECT COMPOSITION AT CONTRACT AWARD:

BEDROOM NOo. OF D.U."s IN NHO. OF D.U.'s ON SQUARE NQ. OF
SIZE SUBDIVISIONS SCATTERED SITES FOOTAGE BATHS

0 BR

5 BR

TOTAL

5. TOTAL NO. OF SUBDIVISIONS: _ _
6. OTHER PROJECTS WITH SAME UNIT DESIGNS:

PROJECT NO. _ _ - - __ NO. OF D.U.'s

7. TOTAL NO. QF LOTS IN PROJECT SUBDIVISIORS:

8. NO. OF LOTS PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED:

9. NO. OF LOTS RESERVED FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT:

10. AVERAGE WO. OF D.U.'s PER ACRE:

11. %O. OF D.U.'s WITH LOTS WHICH ARE: h ACRE _ _ _ % ACRE _ _ _ 3/4 ACRE _ _ _ 1 ACRE _

12. NO. OF D.U.'s WHICH ARE: DETACHED _ _ _ SEMIDETACHED _ ROW

13. WAS THIS PROJECT EVER REDESIGNED AFTER HUD APPROVAL OF SCHEMATICS? TYES _ NO

IF YBES, EXPFLAIN WHEN AND WHY:
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l4. SELECTED DESIGN FEATURES:

LTEM PRESENT QUANTITY TOTAL COSTS €OST PER D.U.
FIREPLACE/CHIMNEY YES _ NO _ $ _ o ___ o
WOOD-BURNING STOVE YES _ NO _ $__ __ __ S _____
SOLID ADOBE WALLS YES _NO _  _ _ _ _ _ L. FT./p.D. $ _ _ _ _ _ _ § ____ _
SOLTID MASCNRY WALLS YES _NO_ L. FT./D.U. $ _ _ ___ _ _ S _ ____
ADOBE VENEER WALLS YES _NO _ _ _ _ _ _ L. FI./D.U. § _ _ _ _ _ _ 5 _
MASONRY VENEER WALLS YES _ NO _ _ _ L. FTr./D.0.  § _ _ _ _ _ _ $ _ ____
BASEMENT YES _ NO _  _ _ _ _ _ 8¢, Fr./DOU. % _ _ _ . _ _ $ o _ _
CATHEDRAL CEILING YES _ NO _ S _ . __ 5 -
SHARE/SHINGLE ROOF YES _ WO _ S _ . _ S .
TRIM & DETAILING MINIMAL _ AVERAGE _ EXTENSIVE _ $ _ o ___ S _ o __
FIRE EXTINGUISHER YES _ NO _ $ _ _ ____ S _ _ ___
FIRE EX. CABINETS YES _ NO _ S S -
AIR CONDITIONING YES _ NO _  REFRIGERATED _ 5 _ . __ S e _
EVAPORATIVE _
SOLAR EQUIPMENT YES _ NO _ S _ o __ o __ .
EOCF INSULATION YES _ NO _  R- _ _ S _ o __ § - ___
WALL INSULATION YES _ WO _  R- _ _ $ o ___ . S __
EXTRA EXTERIOR STORAGE YES _ NO _ _ _ Sq. FT./ _BR $ $ __ ___

_sq. FT./ _ BR

_ _SQ. FT./ _BR
CARPORT YES _ NO _  ENCLOSED _ OPEN _ $ o __ $ o __
GARAGE YES _ KO _ _ _ _ _ 5Q. FT./D.U. $ o _ . 5 _ ____
COVERED PATIO YES _NO _ _ _ _ _ S8Q. FT./D.U. $ _ _ _ ___ S _ ____
BARBECUE/COOKING PIT YES _ MO _ $ _ _ ____
LANDSCAPING YES _ No _  MINIMAL _ EXTENSIVE _ § _ _  _ _ _ $ _ e
SITE FENCING YES _KO_ _ _ _ _ L. Fr./D.U. $_ o _ ¥ e
OTHER: $ _ _____ S -
$ o __ S _ _ ___
§ _ _ _ _ __ 5 _ _ ___
§ o s _ _ ___
§ $

15. DESCRIBE ANY UNUSUAL, EXPENSIVE OR INEFFICIENT ASPECTS OF UNIT DESIGRS NOT ALREADY

COVERED ABOVE:




NONDWELLING SPACE:
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C. NONDWELLING FACILITIES

FACILITY §Q. FODOTAGE  TOTAL COSTS  COSTS/SQ. FI.  COSTS/D.U.
ADMINISTRATIVE  _ _ _  _ _ $ __ ___ $ S _
MAINTEMANCE —  _ _ _ _ _ _ S _ $ $ o ___
COMMUNITY _ _ _ _ _ _ S § ¥ ___
FIRE STATION  _ _ _ _ _ _ $ __ _ _ _ § o
______ L $ —_————
TOTAL $ _ o __ $ § _ ___
. SITE TMPROVEMENTS:
FACILITY _QUANTITY TOTAL COSTS* COSTS/D.U. CONTRIBUTIONS
PLAYGROUNDS ~ _ _ _ _ _ 5Q. FI. S _—— S ___
PERIMETER FENCING _ _ _ _ _ L. FT. $ _ _ ___ - __ S _ _ ___
CATTLE GUARDS _ _ EA. S _____ —— 5 _ ____
INTERIOR STREETS _ _ _ _ _ L. FT. S _ _ ___ —— $ _____
GRAVEL _ PAVED _
ACCESS STREETS _ _ L. FI. $ e _ e — e 5 e
GRAVEL _ PAVED _
DRIVEWAYS L. FT. S _ _ ___ ——— § ____
GRAVEL _ PAVED _
WALKWAYS L. FT. $ _ ____ —— e S _____
CURBS/GUTTERS  _ _ _ _ _ L. FT. $_ _——— o
WATER LINE  _ L. FT. $ _ _ e __ S _____
SEWER LINE _ _ _ _ _ L. FT. $ _ _ ___ ——— $ _ ____
LIFT STATIONS _ _ Ea, S _ _ ___ _———— § o ——
TREATMENT PLANT _ EA. $ _ _ _ __ ——— S _____
NEW _  EXPANDED _
EVAPORATION POND _ EA. $ _ _ ___ - __ § e
NEW _  EXPANDED _
SEPTIC TANKS _ _ _ EA. S ——— $ o _
DRAIN FIELDS _ ZESSPOOLS _ $ o _ — S _
COMMUNITY WELLS _ _ EA. $ _ ____ ———— $ e -
INDIVIDUAL WELLS _ _ _ EA. $ _ ____ e 5§ _ ____
DRAINS/CULVERTS _ _ _ _ _ L. FT. $ _ _ ___ - __ $ o ___
MANHOLES _ _ BA. 5§ _ e $ _ ____
S o - _ $ o __
§__ __ _ e § e
$ §



3.

4.

10.
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UTILITY SYSTEM:
ALL ELECTRIC _  ELECTRIC/NATURAL GAS _  ELECTRIC/FUEL OIL _  ELECTRIC/LPG _

LIST RATURE AND AMOUNTS OF CRARGES TO EUD FOR UTILITY SYSTEM.

IMPROVEMENTS SERVING PREVIOUS PROJECTS:
LIST NATURE AND AMOUNTS OF SITE IMPROVEMENTS SOLELY SERVING LOTS DEVELOPED AS PART

OF EARLIER PROJECTS.

. IS PROJECT SITED ON DIFFICULT TERRAIN? YES _ KO _ IF YES, DESCRIBE BRIEFLY:

DOES PROJECT BAVE SPECIAL S0ILS PROBLEMS? YES _ NO _ IF YES, DESCRIBE BRIEFLY:

15 PROJECT SITE WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN? YES _ NCO _ IF YES, EXPLAIN

MEASURES TAKEN TO PREVENT FLOOD DAMAGE:

I5 PROJEC:E SITED NEAR AN EARTHQUAKE FAOLT? YES _ NO _ IF YES, WERE ARY SPECIAL
MEASURES TAKEN TO PROTECT AGAINST EARTHQUAKE DAMAGE? YES _ WO _ IP YES, DESCRIBE

BRIEFLY:

DID PROJECT HAVE A WATER RIGHTS FROBLEM? YES _ MO _ IF YES, DESCRIBE EFFECT ON

PROJECT:




11.

12.

13.

10.
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WAS PROJECT DESIGNED FOR EXTREMPLY COLD WEATHER (i.e. TEMPERATURES BELow 0° F)?
YES _ NO _  COMMENTS:

WERE THERE ANY OTHER UNUSUAL ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES OF THIS PROJECT'S LOCATIONS

WHICH AFFECTED IT5 DESIGN OR COSTS* YES _ NC _ IF YES, DESCRIBE BRIEFLY:

PLAN REFINEMENT AND DETAILING WAS: MAXIMUM _ AVERAGE _ MINIMUM _

L. PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

CONTRACTOR:

FIRM

ADDRESS

CONTACT TELEPHONE

. WAS PROJECT BID INDIAN PREFERENCE? YES _ NO _

. WAS CONTRACT AWARDED TO LOW BIDDER? YES _ NO _ IF RO, WHAT WAS THE DIFFERENCE

BETWEEN TEE LOW AND ACCEPTED BIDS? $ _ _ _ , _ _ _ WHY WAS THE LOW BID REJECTED?

RQ. OF BIDS RECEIVED:
CONTRACTING FIRM OWNED BY: INDIANS _ KONMIRORITY WHITES _ OTHER MINORITIES _

A JOINT VENTURE INCLUDING INDIAN PARTICIPATION _

. WERE ITEMS DELETED FROM THE WINNIRG BID? YES _ NO _ IF YES, LIST DELETIONS AND

AMOUNTS SAVED:

. CONTRACT WAS GUARANTEED BY: BOND _ LETTER OF CREDIT _ OTHER

IF BY BOND, THE PREMIUM WAS: AMDUNT $ RATE / / _ _ _ PER $000

CONTRACT AMOUNT WAS: § _ , . ADJUSTED: § _

TOTAL NO. OF MONETARY CHANGE ORDERS: _ _

TOTAL AMOUNT OF CBANGES: +§ _ _ _ , _ OR -§ ,

OPTIMUM BUILDING SEASON(S) AT PROJECT LOCATION(S):

LOCATION(S} MO DY T MO DY

LOCATION(S) MO __DY__ TO MO DY
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E. LABOR STANDARDS

WERE DOL WAGE RATE DETERMINATIONS HICHMER TBAN EXPECTED? YES _ NO _

DID THE DOL DETERMINATIONS NECESSITATE A REVISED DEVELOPMENT COST BUDGET?

YES _ NO _ AN AMENDED ACC? YES _ KO _  IF EITHER IS YES, AMOUNT OF

REBUDGETING OR OF AMENDMENT FUNDS NEEDED TO COVER HIGHER LABOR COSTS: § _ _ _ ,

WERE DOL WAGE RATES LOWER THAN EXPECTED? YES _ NO _

DATE(S) DOL DETERMINATIONS RECEIVED: MO _ _ DY _ _ YR _ _, MO _ DY _ _ ¥R _ _
WERE APPRENTICES HIRED FOR THIS PROJECT AT APPRENTICE WAGES? YES _ NO _

IF YES, WERE SOME HIRED THROUGH THE RESERVATIONS OWN APPROVED APPRENTICESHIP
PROGRAM? YES _ NO _

WERE WORKERS WITH LESS THAN JOURNEYMAN SKILLS HIRED FOR THIS PROJECT AT
JOURNEYMAN WAGES? YES _ NO _ PROBABLY _

IS PROJECT LOCATION SO REMOTE THAT SOME LABOR HAD TO BE PAID TRAVEL AND

SUBSISTANCE COSTS? YES _ NO _ PROBARLY _ COMMENTS:

WERE THAT ANY OTHER LABOR RELATED DELAYS OR EXPENSES EXPERIENCED BY THIS PROJECT?

YES _ NO _ IF YES, EXPLAIN BRIEFLY:

F. OTHER COMMENTS
DESCRIBE ANY OTHER UNUSUAL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT WHICH ARE NOT ALREADY COVERED
ABOVE AND WHICH MAY HAVE CAUSED EITHER EXTRA EXPENSE OR A HIGH DC & E COSTS-

TO-PROTOTYPE RATIO:

G.8.6p011979-593-645/63
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